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0.: Nine Arizona school dist—=—icts are immer—sed in the business

o=—%f educational reform and what mkes them 3 ifferent from T®+he rest of the
ce=ountry is that they are submitting theix p>rograms to a s—vstematic evaluation

o=ver a significant period of fiw years. T—"his research amnd program evaluation

i=== being carried out by the Center for Exce=llence in Educ=ation at Northern

Axxrizona University and in 1989, thu results=s will be presemted to the State
Le==gislature for decision making puirposes (F*ackard, 1986e) .

These districts are acceptingthis bold <challenge for a variety of reascns.
TEfey want to improve teaching and attract, retaln, and motE—ivate high quality
te=achers. Many segments of oursciety are= demnding refcorm and change in the
cLzarrent status of education andin teacher prepration anc3 development. The
dEistricts want to be in the forefront in addressing these loeal, state, and
ne=ational criticisms. The fact remains that_  many believe t—he teaching
p—=ofession is indeed in serioustrouble and= these initial pilot districts feel
eCTucation is much too important ot to do s omething about the concerns and to

me= ke needed improvements.

Curretly, teachm ing is not seer—a as an ideal

camreer choice by cellege entrants, For exammple;"In 1966, 26 percent of all
unaiversity applicants entered th college o—F ediation. C2nly 4.8 percent of
un_=iversity entrants applied to the college w=f edication in= 1984" (Flowing

We =11s Unified School District Career Ladder Plan, 1985). I"n past years,
te.=aching was viewed as a prestiglous career.. onewhich att_ racted a
coz-nsiderable number of highly qulified ind=35 vidwls. Teac:-hing is now
ty—pically seen as having low saliries and lesw stitus. As a result, the more
ac+ ademically able individuals ted to opt fcor careers outz Aide of the

pr= ofession. Rosenholtz and Smylie (1984) st—ate that, "Eff orts to attract more
acsademically able applicants, they should Z=ocuson raisin-< both the base pay
foz r teachers and the social statwus of teach= ng."

The most recent Cesommnission (1986=) meeting on "A

Na®tion at Risk" discusses the ise of needesd improvements in education.
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C=areer ladder teacher incentive programs were a major part of the meeting
acgenda, and were discussed as one of the most promising avenues in effecting
ne=eded reform in education. This comprehensive and "systems approach" seems
te be a viable solution if properly done. Carecr lzdder systems generally
irmvolve a comprehensive type of teacher incentive plan. The literature (and

irplemented in several states to determine if well-documented professional

pr—oblems can satisfactorily be solved (Teacher Incentives, 1984).

st_udy a full-scale career ladder pilot program. Senate Bill 1384 (1986) is an
ex—pansion of S5.B. 1336, which includes a major teacher evaluation component
in_Ffluenced by the organized teaching profession. Among several other
sp—ecifications, the bill (S.B. 1336) establishad the Joint Legislative
Cc=rmittee on Career Ladders (JLCCL), and Sesc. 2 of the bill listed the
"Ree==quirements for career ladder plan.”

The basic requirements which districts had to meet in ocder for their plans
to be approved by the JLCCL include the following: district teacher
commsultation, impreoved student icademic achievement, continued professional
ad=rancement of teachers, criteria for advancement on career ladder ateps,
adeditional (means extended or expanded) responsibilities fer teachers,
eve=aluation procedures for teachers, compensation system based on objective
pem—formance evaluation, evaluation procedures for principals, and teacher
sugoport of career ladder plan.

At this point, Arizona appears to be providing significant leadership in
th= s important venture. This is due to the fact that the "stakeholders' have
bee=n reasocnably unified in development of the plans. Also, a period of five
ye==ars is being allocated for the research center to conduct systematic and

cbSective research in order to make appropriate recommendations.

The Amphitheater Public Schools (1985) defined

car—eer ladders as ". . . a hierarchical ordering of levels within a single

po=sition where promotion from level to level represents acknowledgement of
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increasing competence in the posllon. As is typlcal of all C= reer Ladder
Plans (CLP3), the salary schedulils rest—uictured to corresponcl to each

level.”

Muncement—= to higher career lacdder levels

1s dependent on meeting various glteria e =tablished by indivicddual school
digtricts. One district (Amphitmter, 19 B85) states, "A teacheer's advancement
to a higher level on a career lajkr requi —res improved teaching skills
combined with other skill develgmnt and/=or additinal respon= ibilities. .

. Furthermorec. _alary compensatin is base=d on performance competency, not

solely on lorge .ty and academicwyedits.®

"Inpun—t criterla," refera t—o the

level of functiening of a teacherihile encyaged inthe instruct S onal process.
This ineludes oral presentatieon i commun—=S.cationas well as te=ching
strategies and materials. ™Outpicriteriz==," inwlves level of student
response. Both teacher input aniitudent csutput criteria are oksserved through
various evaluation procedures, jinliding tkoe use of performance observation
instruments, formal and informal sts and other measurement preecedures and
scales.

The cateqories listed below m from a  summaryof all nine ¥lans and input
criteria are not precise to any mof the uniquedistrict CIPs - The teacher
input evaluation criteria for malienance ==nd/or advancement recyuirements at
the various levels of each CLP cabe gener—alized into the follewing seven
areas. A description of the genel conter=t of imut criteria <f those areas
follows:

1. knowledge ¢ subject matter, planning, imstructional

techniques, motivation, geirapport with students, individual

instruction, communicatiomgilis, ma=nagement skills, stuady skills.

beipjurrent ==vith ressarch, sabbat ical

privileges, rublishing, paxfssional =i sm, dewlopment of a professional

growth plan, professional gwth tra—ining, and conducting research.

3. Curriculum: curl rric culum reww, curr—iculum witing skille , curriculum

development, and curriculyevaluatie—n.
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committee work, coordinating special area

activities, distriet training programs, piloting experimental programs,
advisory committee work, and planning and/or conducting in-service

programs.

5. Evaluation: evaluation of other teachers, currieculum evaluation,
evaluation of school programs, evaluation of pilot programs, and

evalulation of the career ladder program.

6. Support areas: mentering, serving as a cooperating teacher for student

teachers, peer coaching/sharing, staff development, serving as

demonstration teacher, teacher trainer, and role modsl.

serving as a community liaison, legislative liaison, and in

other needed public relations areas.

law also regquires student output criteria

to be evaluated (output criteria invelves demonstration of some form of

student achievement). Plans are not clear as to how this compenent of the law

will be met. Standardized achievement tests may be used, but research
standards require that there will be some kind of demonstration on "eriterion
type" measurement instruments, This would involve criterion measures at the
beginning of a period and scores on the same or equivalent evaluation
instrument at a later time. This procedure would eliminate comparison of one
teacher's class to another. It would recognize the extranecus variables
involved, while meeting the goal (or assumption of responsibility) that

teachers are responsible for learning change.

development of their own unique version of career ladders. Each plan reflects
that district's characteristics. Following are the implementation features

used as identified by the research center and pilot districts:
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h v Research and evaluation

personnel of the model project of the Center for Excellence in

Education, at Northern Arizona University, are studying the degree to which
each district is successful in using the legislative guidelines and their
own criteria for teacher develcpment and advancement. The Center will then
determine the implementation success of each. Model programs will be
derived from successful components of each program and made availbale for

use by districts.interested in making future application.

successful pilot model districts which most closely relate to their own
unique cowmuaity and school characteristics, e.g., urban/rural,
large/small, teacher age and experience, financial structure, type of

teacher evaluation system, administrative structure, etc.

vep: Three main areas dominate the

reasoning behind the development and implementation of the initial pilot
Career Ladder Programs. In the distriect CLPs, highest prierity is
predominantly aimed at student academic excellence. This is closely
followed by excellence in teaching. A third major goal of CLPs is the
enhancement of the teaching profession. The research projection is that

this third area is crucial for the success of the first two.

In all nine

CLPs, teachers and administrators made up the primary structure of the CLP

central planning (or steering) committee. Research has shown ". . . plans

developed with the people to be affected by them are more apt to be

accepted and supported
Community members and other outside consultants were involved in the

planning process in a minority of the CLPs.

Each CLP addressed the possibility of

upward and downward movement. Criteria such as classroom performance,
pcofessional growth, student academic achievement, non-teaching (extended)
duties, and self-assessment are reviewed by the evaluators for advancement

or demotion purposes. Evaluation responsibilities in the majority of the

5
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approved plans will be assigned to the principal or superintendent. In a
few cases, district designated evaluators will be given these

responsibilities. These district evaluators will be an instructional

half the districts if a teacher fails to advance from pre-entry levels or
fails to eliminate deficiencies which emerged on the evaluation. Most
districts have formulated an aPﬁéal process to manage any
problems/questions that may arise.

3: Each school distriet has listed salaries for

individual levels. A regular salary schedule is available in those
districts where participation in the CLP is optional. The majority of the

CLPs specified four levels. Average salary range for these levels is:

Level I la,228 23,792
L IT 20,921 - 28,129
34,826
37,243
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The lowest salary for the first level is approximately $17,000, and the

higheat salary reaches the %45,000 mark.

All districts involved in the

career ladder educational reform movement have recognize i vhat some refer

(Schmuck & Schumuch, 1974). More often, the literature discusses this
area in terms of school climate (Halpin, 1966). Packard (1985b; 1985¢;
1986f) has presented research which depicts the fact that business and
industry and public organizations (including schools) have recognized for
some time that worker performance is enhanced when their bésic
psychological needs are met, when a system of trust, respect, praise,
etc., is recognized and utilized on a planned, system-wide basis. The
procedures and types of interpersonal communication, the way in which
superiors and personnel interact, is central to morale, motivation and

performance (Packard, 1984a).
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Evidence indicates that the general (and specific) aspects of
"organizational climate" and the success of various components are
interrelated where any change in program or organization is concerned.

(1985), they state,

In the text, Dev

"In schooling as in ecology, a change in one element of the system
affects most of the others. If teachers acquire more status and
prestige, more privilege and authority . . . teacher morale and school
climate may be affected.” Therefore, the research, evaluation, and

program improvement cycle (Packard, 1985d) will invelve comparisons of

and administrators are able to accept desired educational change and

reform.
CONC ION

From a research base, there are many questions to be answered before the
research project will be able to use career ladder data (and program
components) to solve problems. The Arizona Career Iadder Evaluation Team has
begun developing and implementating data collection procedures, the first of
which involves the "Career Ladder Perception Assessment Scale” {Packard,
Bierlein, Aleamoni & Helmstadter, 1986). The Team needs to secure specific
answers and results to gquestions related to increase in student academic
achievement, assurance of quality teacher performance, enhancement of the
teaching profession, and recruitment, retention, and motivation of high
quality teachers (Packard, 1985g). At this point, one thing is clear--the
teaching profession requires some major support for reform. The profession
itself, the state, and the nation are all looking closely at career ladder
teacher incentive programs to determine if this is an answer to some of the
pressing concerns about education in this country.

We know that difficulties faced by the teaching profession and a public
desire to improve student academic achievement has established the need for
implementation and study of teacher competency and incentive programs. The
findings of this Arizona study will result in development of a model or models
which show promise for recruiting, retaining and motivating high quality

teachers.
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Arizona has been provided a unique opportunity to develop objective and
Syave=matic research for decision making. At this point, the political and
profe=ssional influences seem to be structured for effe cting positive policy
chaprge. One of the greatest uniquenesses is the large scale research which is
beinrw conducted in the school systems. Historically this has seldom been
actoitmplished in that setting.

If school systems are up to the challange of this required change, the
teach =ing profession will develop in importance, social status and prestige.
As s : result, the children and students, the reason for these major efforts,
will I have a chance to significantly benefit. In turn, the State and Nation
wil) x meet the "general welfare” implications and responsibilities for

excel._lence in education.
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